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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants submit this Amendment After Final ("Amendment"), in reply to the 
Final Office Action ("Office Action") mailed March 22, 2006. 

In this Amendment, Applicants propose to amend claims 24 and 33 to improve 
clarity and to better define their invention. Claims 24-41 remain pending in this 
application. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 24-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Further, the 
Examiner rejected claims 24, 25, 28-32, 33, 34, and 37-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,355,126 to Ogawa , or, in the alternative, under 

35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Ogawa ; and rejected claims 26, 27, 35, and 

36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,281 ,289 to Debroche et al. 

At the outset, Applicants propose to amend claim 24 to recite "a second angular 
actuation device configured to generate relative rotation between one of the plurality of 
strip segments and the toroidal support, during contacting of one of the plurality of strip 
segments, the relative rotation being about an axis of correction substantially radial to 
the geometric axis of rotation of the toroidal support; and a control unit coupled to the 
second actuation device, the control unit being configured to calculate an amount of 
said relative rotation based on a geometry of the toroidal support." Applicants also 
propose similar amendments to claim 33. Support for these amendments can be found 
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in the Applicants' specification at, for example, page 18, lines 9-18. Applicants propose 
additional amendments to claims 24 and 33 in order to improve readability. Applicants 
proposed claim changes are not deemed to raise new issues requiring further 
consideration or search. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph 

The Examiner rejected claims 24-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 
Specifically, the Examiner states that the rejection is for the same reasons as set forth 
in the Office Action mailed June 22, 2005. See Office Action, page 2, 1J 3. In that Office 
Action, the Examiner stated that the term "'devices' (i.e. plural)" is unclear. See June 
22, 2005 Office Action, pages 2, fflj 2 and 3. 

Applicants propose to amend claims 24 and 33 to recite "a first device" (singular) 
and "a second device" (singular). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 24-26, 30, and 31 , comply with 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) & 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Applicants respectfully traverse Examiner's rejection of claims 24, 25, 28-32, 33, 
34, and 37-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Ogawa, or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Ogawa ; and the rejection of 
claims 26, 27, 35, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ogawa 
and further in view of Debroche et al. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 24 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Ogawa does not teach or suggest the claimed "a 
second angular actuation device configured to generate relative rotation between one of 
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the plurality of strip segments and the toroidal support, during contacting of one of the 
plurality of strip segments, the relative rotation being about an axis of correction 
substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation of the toroidal support; and a control 
unit coupled to the second actuation device, the control unit being configured to 
calculate an amount of said relative rotation based on a geometry of the toroidal 
support," as recited in amended claim 24 and similarly recited in amended claim 33. 

With respect to Ogawa , the reference discloses that "under the operation of the 
wrist portion 62 of the manipulator 61 ," the ribbon piece 33 and leaf spring 72 are 
arranged to "a predetermined angular position. Thereafter , the elevation arm 66 of the 
manipulator 61 is moved downwards, thereby causing the ribbon piece to contact the 
outer peripheral surface of the rigid core ." Col. 10, II. 1-9. (Emphasis added). 
Accordingly, Ogawa teaches that the wrist portion 62 moves into a predetermined 
angular position before the ribbon piece 33 comes into contact with the rigid core and 
not after coming into contact with the rigid core. Thus, Ogawa necessarily fails to teach 
or suggest the claimed "a second angular actuation device configured to generate 
relative rotation between one of the plurality of strip segments and the toroidal support, 
during contacting of one of the plurality of strip segments , the relative rotation being 
about an axis of correction substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation of the 
toroidal support," (emphasis added) as recited in amended claim 24 and similarly 
recited in amended claim 33. 

Moreover, the Examiner alleges in the Office Action that claims 24 and 33, as 
presented in the Amendment of December 22, 2005, do not "define or require any 
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actual extra structural features of the apparatus" relating to how an amount of rotation is 
calculated. See Office Action, pages 2 and 3. Thus, the Examiner concludes that 
claims 24 and 31 provide "a capability of rotation to an amount calculated in some way," 
and that Oqawa has the capability to "rotate a desired predetermined amount." Id. 

Qqawa , however, discloses the process of rotating by a predetermined amount 
by using "using an encoder [54] ... for detecting the rotating amount thereof." Claims 
24 and 33, however, recite "a control unit . . . configured to calculate an amount of said 
relative rotation based on a geometry of the toroidal support," and "a control unit, . . . 
configured to calculate an amount of said relative angular rotation occurring between 
the toroidal support and each strip segment," respectively. Therefore, while Oqawa 
discloses "detecting" rotation, claims 24 and 33 "calculate" an amount of rotation. 
Claims 24 and 33 are thus further distinguishable from Oqawa for this reason. 
Accordingly, amended claims 24 and 33 are allowable over Oqawa . Further, claims 25 
and 28-32 and claims 34 and 37-41 are allowable at least due to their dependence from 
claims 24 and 33, respectively. 

Concerning the Examiner's rejection of claims 26, 27, 35, and 36 as being 
unpatentable over Oqawa and further in view of Debroche et al. . the Examiner has 
applied these references as in the June 22, 2005 Office Action. See June 22, 2005 
Office Action, page 4, U 2. In the June 22, 2005 Office Action, the Examiner asserted 
that Debroche et al. teaches "tire reinforcement structures." June 22, 2005 Office 
Action at page 5. Such teachings, however, even if present in Debroche etal. . fail to 
overcome the above-noted shortcomings of Oqawa . Claims 26 and 27 and claims 35 



- 12- 



Application Serial No. 10/685,486 
Attorney Docket No. 07040-0095-01 
Amendment After Final— Filed July 24, 2006 

and 36, therefore, are also allowable at least due to their dependence from claims 24 
and 33, respectively. 

Claim Scope 

In discussing the specification and claims in this Amendment, it is to be 
understood that Applicants are in no way intending to limit the scope of the claims to 
any exemplary embodiments described in the specification or abstract and/or shown in 
the drawings. Rather, Applicants believe that Applicants are entitled to have the claims 
interpreted broadly, to the maximum extent permitted by statute, regulation, and 
applicable case law. 

Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request that this Amendment under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .1 16 be 
entered by the Examiner, placing claims 24-41 in condition for allowance. Applicants 
submit that the proposed amendments of claims 24 and 33 do not raise new issues or 
necessitate the undertaking of any additional search of the art by the Examiner. 
Therefore, this Amendment should allow for immediate action by the Examiner. 

Furthermore, Applicants respectfully point out that the final action by the 
Examiner presented some new arguments as to the application of the art against 
Applicants' invention. It is respectfully submitted that the entering of the Amendment 
would allow the Applicants to reply to the final rejections and place the application in 
condition for allowance. 
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Finally, Applicants submit that the entry of the amendment would place the 
application in better form for appeal, should the Examiner dispute the patentability of the 
pending claims. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants submit that this claimed invention, 
as amended, is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious in view of the prior art 
references cited against this application. Applicants therefore request the entry of this 
Amendment, the Examiner's reconsideration and reexamination of the application, and 
the timely allowance of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, L.L.P. 



Dated: July 24, 2006 




Roger P. Bonenfant 
Reg. No. 58,030 
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